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George L-r drier , newsroom 
The Washington Post 

1150 15 St., WW 
Washingtom, DC 20071 

Dear George, 

If you have to get your review in by Monday this will reach you after your return 
and after you have turned your review in. I write for tX purpose, to explain why xor 
the first time in what is it now, more than 25 "years, I was angry with you? and to tell 
you why I said that the time will come when you will be ashamed of the review you very 
clearly indicated you intended writing*. 

I think we have shown how men can disgaree and get along. We have had strongly 
different views on the JFK assassination but we neither lacked trust in each other. I 
believe that if you think back over all those years you will not recall a time when I 
was not honest with you and that you will not recall a time I misinf ormedvou. 

I lost patience with you and was angry when you were not the man I'srknown all these 
years in that you absolutely refused to think. You reflected a determinedly unthinking 
partisan. That may be acceptable in a review but I prefer not to think so. I was so dis- 
appointed in you, so upset that when, from the convoluted hours I live, as you know I 
do, I was eating supper when you phoned and when we finished talking I could not finish 
it. And it wa 3 our first fresh com of the season! 

One example of this is one aspect of that fifth of Willis' pictures. Of the several 
evidential^ and by this I mean factual points it represents you just would not face the 
fact that it is a physical impossibility for it to have been taken at any time other 
than before Eapruder Frame 202. While there is no question from the evidence that he 
took it in raction to hearing the shc^t, and it was the first one, my point was separate 
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from that. It was that it was a physical impossibility for him to have taken it later. 

I have no objection to your trying (/ thought/out on me or a number of them. That is 
the right way. What 1 objected to is your unthinking determination to agree with all Pos- 
ner wrote, regardless. But everything I told you IS factually correct. And I thjjnk that 
before long I realized that you were being suckered and then I think I believe you wanted 
that. la You really abandonned all your critical faculties. I’ve not known you to do thqt 
before. I intend no insult, but you came across to me like {^Blakey. 

Lest you misunderstand what my attitude toward PJoner was until. I learned from you 
what he says(as I told you I did not getfthe UN Hews because when I read the book that 
would turn out to be a waste of time), I enclose what I wrote him three weeks ago. That 
he has not responded means nothing. 1 ^e had no occasion to. As you will see, it is not 
unfriendly. I wrote it months after knowing in general what his publisher said the book 
says and how it says it. After I had written, as 1 can show you, for my own purposes, that 
it is impossible to donwith an enhancement of the Zapruder film what his publisher, as 
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it tui$s out accurately} says he dido We did not discuss it hut the most obvious tiling 
is that the film cannot reflect any other shooting. This is but one aspect of the fact 
that enliancement cannot put into the film -what is not there. Another is that the film 
is not the only evidence on anything at all. That is one reason why I tried to illus- 
trate with the ^ifth Willis picture. You will recall that after you told me he places 
the first shot at Frame 162 I kept asking you when he placed the second one. 

Another islul^ration of why' I said he was not being honest is his misuse of Willis' 
^S^Those W ere not good sources at all. I asked you if he cited her Commission 
A testimony. You were not in a position to check it so after we spoke I checked it. He 
could not use it because it refutes what he misused her for. He did not recognize the & 
first shot as a shot. She thought it was a firecracker. So she did not turn to the TSBD 
thinking a shot came from it* He had to know that. 1 So he lied by re^§j^ing to second-hand 
or remote sources of years later* Even then his rubbish is based on an earlier shot than 
what she, too, told the Commission was possible*' 

As you should remember, 1 have never taken the position that everything the Com- 
mission, FBI, Secret Service or any other agency said is wrong. You know my books come 
entirely from what they said and their dependable evidence shows. And that is all I used 
in talking to you yesterday. Posn^er has become part of the new wave of commercializing 
sycophants who say that while everything thi commission did was wrong they lucked into 



the right answer anyway. ^ 

You told me Posner reflected an impressive knowledge of the 26 volumes, ou did not 
say a word about any use he made of the information available later* X have no reason 
to believe that of the 724 pages his wife noted she copied here he drew on any of that. 

Her receipt, by the way, reflects their copying fof three days when here. 

I was offended by his imposing on my trust. That accuntid for part of my anger. As 
you also know, I have always made all I have available to those I know I'll disagree with. 
That is not what angered me. His false clors is what did as you made them clear to me. 

You will see that befhre I knew more than his publisher said I regretted that he had not 
tested anything, that he lacked devil's advocacy. When it is available and is not used 
that represents an intent to say what he was determined to say regardless of iact or 
truth. And your attitude was similar. That was a real disappointment to me. 

I do not remember your ever reflecting that before*' 



What you reflected is a determination to be a propagandist rather than a reviewer 
who has a reporter’s experience and traditional attitude. Which is what he is, £33g,- no 
more than a commercilizing, exploiting propagandist. Why else, for example, would he not 



'vmVa single tiling? Or ask if any of ftS°available after the Commission's lif extended 
disputed anything he was going to say? 



There is an ego that typifies all those guys. T hey do not need fact. They know it 





because they are that omniscient or they just make it up. All of them.* and he is no exe 
ception. Both sides. They can, they do, and Posner does ignore what they know that proves 
them wrong. With him the Willis girl's testimony is example. What he says about 

what he says she didj which is in itself not true, is not relevant to the actual ti m i n g 
of the shots in her testimony or where she was when.' She is quite specific on that and 
nothing her father said or did not say figures in it at all.lt is in Volume VXI and she 
is pretty explicit s repeatedly,, ,011 where she was when the shots were fired and where she 
was when she saw she head explode, right opposite the Stemmons Freeway sign. Do you 
think she ran more than 1 1 miles per hour? 

As you gave it to me, which is how Wrone also did after reading the magazine, 
what he said about this missed shot in a physical impossibility or close to it. That 
is wh$y- I said he had another magic burjlet and adds a magic tree*' 

ftlso addressing his honesty is the unquestionable fact that he knew the hole made 
in the curbstone was-fedf-patched before Slianeyfelt went tlirough the charade of having 
it dug up. He knew it from Post Mortem, which has the before and after pictures and from 
the Gemberling synopsis that is quite explicit in stating that there had been than mark 
and itSffnot there when they dug it up. That is in a folder on my desk I show everyone. 

I am not certain but I may also have shown him the technicians report that confirms 
what is so visible, that the^FcjJrbstone had been patched. For your information, that 
was when Oswald could not have done it^and by Hay of 1963. IdLebeler knew it, too, and he 
had knowledge that Tagus’ had taken pictures, thought he had prints from it, when there 
is no Commission or FBI record reflecting that it had any watf of having any such know- 
ledge. So, there was a magical patch the curbstone grew? Another proof that there was 
no conspiracy? And it was just by accident that the one spectrogrpahic film that is mis- 
sing is the one of the testing of that patch? The test that showed only two of the seven 
elements of the hullet's core? Do I have reason to question his’ honesty, or wonder about 
your abandonment of 'your'eaaS. ordinarily excellent critical faculties? Dr £0 you use 
them and not use them when you want to or do not want to? 

I am sorry to say it, sorrier to believe it, b|rb I do believe that in time, and it 
may not be much time, you will be ashnjSted of not only this review but that you were 
capable of it. 

lot knowing that you would be asked to do the review and not knowing what if you 
were asked your review would say, 1 had thought of it, I would have thought that yhu 
were the one reporter who would see theoughi this scam, that your beliefs would not 
blind you to the indecency, the uglipess of it.lt XJ3 really an putrageous tiling tliat 
most reviewers or reporters would have trouble examining criticially. But not you® Only 
you did not want to. ,4hd that is not the you I’tfe loiown for so long® ' L t is disappointing. 

At this point I left for my early-morning walking. I then thought of thifi' more. I do 
not want you to misunderstand. I have not fromthe time I knew that Posner deceived me on 
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what his hook was to be, and I know that from his puhl^iher as quoted in PW, had the 
illusion that If could do anything about it. There is other reflection tfrat I was not 
even angry in other letters I wrote him,qsking if he had returned only-copies of 
pictures I had loaned him. You also know that because of my age and illnesses 1 long 
ago decided that the nost useful thing I can do is perfect the record for history. T his 
mearSas inclu ding all th- whoring with our history. From what you told me Posner is a 
2 S £3 mark, (jregret you have made a mark of yourself , but 5£f that I will noi wri.e 
about. )Posner and Random house provide a magnificent example of the abject and determined 



book-publisher failures on this subject, (i am reminded that when EH read my ms is 1965 
they rejected it or^ the sole basis that they do not publish new authors t) 

Wrone met me worked in DC yesterday and returns to Wisconsin today. 

(He was here along with other professorial friends for the awarding of honorary doctor- 



ates to Lil and to me by Hood Sunday and he remained to make copies of records for his 

own work.) He bought copies of Poster's book for both of us and I have an idea of some 

^^^at he fearead. From that I assure you that I understated when I said he was merely 

dishonest. $ut that can now wait for when I can document it, as I will. 

I wanted to say this before taking a peek at his book. Wrone had told me of some 

of his nasty cracks about me. I checked the if?dex and then checked the notes to page 

150, where he lies about what I wrote and is careful not to cite where I wrote it. I 

also did that without any Harris on connection*' The Camp Street address was that of 

the back door to Ronnie Cadre's office. I juggled no numbers at all and we all knew 

very well whene BringtdLr's and Lena's places of business were. He is a determined li ar 

in saying thai^' / 1 Oj52Canal was at the comer of Canal and Ramparts." It was not at the^- 

co&mer at all. I remember all this so well I checked Oswald in H ew Orleans.; I emSisse 

^hclose pages~5ta0Kbt79/ and 80.1 remember quitsclearly that the empty fat was not the 

corner lot, as he says , and because I was there, as you'll see on GO, recorded the 

number of the next highest numbered proper6y on that side of the street.I did that without 

any help to^ Garrison, as he says on 150, but to add to my book then viritten. I wrote it 

before ever going to New Orleans to be independent*' 

J 0 - 

What Wrone had called to my attention as an intendedly d±shone£ reference to me is 
in the note of 455. Whether ^lies or just makes a mistake, the latter being no en- 
dorsement of the rest of his book, you know very well yhat i did not wait until 



Garrison's "investigation ended ign'o jaigie ininiously 1 ' and that I then did is considerably 
understated as "backed away from him*" I do not recall that lexter to Playboy and do 
not recall thus that it was published. If he copied it from my files I have no objection. 
But how can he honest ly cite that and ignore all else I did later and even pretend to 
the slightest smidgeon of honesty. 

I've gone no fiarthur now and won t for a while. X made a list of citations to me 




So you cab, if you'd like, check them for yourself. lou might wonder hhat kind of man 
it is who would come here, take my time for at least three^dap, get unsupervised access 
to all I have, i^cl&ling all tliat the government iaid about, /and then can contrive thijL 
land of faction to defame me* From what Wrone told me there are innunierb'ale deliberate 
dishoneties throughout the book.' Those he mentioned from the t to chapters he had read by 

6 a.m* when we met for breakfast, are not and cannot t© 

, accidental errors.This is true on 20-1. I copied the noted 
• *£o wiiat I wanted to quote from what t ) ave fold me. Thus as 
he goes out of his way to defame and deprecate ‘ others I am 



confident that he lies irj/iaying that I wrote of the il_ 
year old Oswaidwhat in a different place I said about the 
older Oswald. (page 18) Thus you will find no Source cited, 
page of notes also enclosed* 1 ^ 

-.Then (ll) 1 am somehow derelict in hot going fof this crap 
irn my book not aboutOswald but about the Commission^,’ in 
"not telling the reader ^that Marguerite and lee Lived with the Pius. 
Ian you think of any damned reason why I should -have? Or -do you 
agree thaFs/shpuld all corrupt our "thinking io conform with 
his/ I am not bothering to check what I actually said where he 
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quotes me because it has no significance at all but I a^so attach 
the notes for tliat page so you can see h<= makes no references to what he says he quotes. 

I am sorry for you G eorge, and for your vesting your personal and professional 
integrity is a man as devoid of honor, integrity or ordinary, everyday morals and eihiss. 
If you read just these notes you should have had some question at the very least about 
how faithul he if) and^detected the ohvious signs of ulterior purposes. I'm. so sorry you 
delayed so long in phoning me because when you have to give your review in Monday yofr 
now lack the time for the independent checking that w*th Wrone here I could have 
suggested to you because he got and read US News' and then read too chapters last night*' 

I hope you can begin to see what I said above that the G eorge you reflected last 
night is not the one I’ve known all these years. 1 That U eorge would have wanted to do 
serious checking and would not have agpued against what he did not want to believe.’ 

. - l^ith sincere regrets, 

In l^jighing with Wrone about that silly con- _ [Ls’a aJu) 

trUjtace to criticize me about that Canal Street *■ 

stuff Brone told me the only person he knows who 

went with that nonsense in Bringuier, who told it to Wrone or has it in his silly book* 1 
Posner has no source but Wrone remembered his tljij(aks to Mringuier for his KXM MSX 

"clarifications. " (page 502) What a source! 




